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1. This memorandum is in responss to your verbal requast for a
study of the effect of Section 22 of the Internal Security Ast of 1950
(the MoCarran Bill) upon the so=called "100 aliens® proviso of Publis
Law 110,

2. Section 22 of the MoCarvan Bill provides, inter alia, for the
exclusion of many classes of alisns, and the following excerpt, while
it is merely a standardized clause, is of utmost importance in this
problens

nSgc, 9. Any statute or other authority or provision
having the foree or effect of law, to the extent that
it is inconsistent with any of the provisions of this
Act, is hereby expressly declared to be imapplicable to
any alien whose case is within the purview of this
act.” (Emphasis ours).

3. It is readily apparent that the controlling factor is
whather or mot the "100 aliens" proviso is “within the purview" of
the quoted section of the MoCarran Bill. One of the best indications
that it is FOT *within the purview" is the following portion of a
statement submitted by Senator HeCarran on the floor of the Semate:

"}ir, President, the limited authority the Covermment
row has to offer asylum in our oountry to such persons
is not disturbed by Section 22 of this bill., Furthermore,
as I pointed out during debate on this bill on the floor
of the Senate, the legislation recently passed Ly the
Congress permitting the admission of up to 100 alisns
per year for intelligence reasons is mot repealed or
otherwise affected by H.R. 9490. « « o7 (Congressional
Record of 23 September 1950, page 15617).

Ths sbove statement was made during debats on the President's veto
nesssge. Senator MeCarrsn requested that his analysis of the veto
asssage be printed in the Congressional Record. His anslysis was
printed and the quotation is the Senator's reply to the President's
criticism of Section 22,

Le Effect of MoCarran Statemsnt Uoon a Cowrt. By repeated
decisions o ) M A8 OOMS well established
that debates in Congress sxpressive of the views and motives of
individusl meubers are not a safe guide, and hence may not be resorted
to, in ascertaining the meaning and purpose of the lawmaking body.
(Aldridge vs. Willisms, 3 Haw, 9, 2k} United States vs. Union Pasific
Re. Coep 91@1»% % L States vs. Tram-!is{om Freight Assn.,
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passage. (Pennsyl ' .
23 Ue Se 1985 United States ws. Ste Paul M. and M.R. Cosy 2.7,
Ue Se 310, 3183 United States vs. Coca=Cola Coe, 2L1 U, 8. 265, 201).
Inasmch as Cenator MoCarrsn was in charge of ths bill, and since his
statoment could be consideved in the mature of a swpleaental explana-
mmn,ituummhmﬂatmnmm

consider his words as an indication of lagisliative intent. There are
oamrous cases which oould be cited in mpport of this position,

mmmmwdeMm“
%o expluin the future opsration of the Act to the lagislators.
President Trumen, in vetoing (he law, has stressed its effect wpon
the mtion's intelligence services. Senator MoCarren's statemsnt

Approved For Release 2008/07/28 : CIA-RDP58-00597R000100030004-2



Approved For Release 2008/07/28 : CIA-RDP58-00597R000100030004-2

-3

M The following are additional arguments
to : 414 not oconsider the "100 aliens" proviso
*within the purviow® of the new bills

oot al
wn%‘h%%ﬂmm“
indisation that the CIA Act 1s wot “within the purview"
of the now low,
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